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REPLY 'TO COHI1ENTS OF PAC'I'EL PAGING AND
OPPOSI'I'ION OF' CLlHRCO!'1 COMHUNICP,TION'S

In-Flight Phone Corp. (Uln-Flight") hereby replies to

separate reques'l:s by PacTal Paging and Claircom Communications that

the FCC dismiss :n-Flight's application for a ?ioneer preference in

t ·• .. . . - b" 1/
.'~~ ~~censlng o£ narrow ana PCS.- Th2 Cc lSSlon should reject

tb:;SE~ r,equests, ::::or t:lle reaSO:1S discussed be loy,,' .

SUmt~RY

i.as·t spring. the Conmission set a deadline for filing pioneer

:;cefE~.n·::m.ce appL.cCiLLons for narro'iol'banc: "data or paging services"

operating on any of three specified bands in the 900 MHz range. It

d.Ld r:,.)t set a deadl.i.w:~ ( hmvGver, for filing preference applications

s'~~ "COmJ!ient:s of PacTel ?agin:;H (Jan. 26, 1993), and
CJair<:::on's lIOpp" \:;.:::> Pet. for Accep':anci~ of Applic. or Rule Haiver
cW.d LbLi.ted OpJ:L to XI]?plic. for pioneer's P;::-ef. lI (Feb. 3, 1993).
':'!le ::::c':[(:.l cind CLGIL~com filings rEspond to an In-Flight petition
:·~l'.';·F.l:~,:;i.:.::.r;q Ukl:: t:tl:; Commis~;ion accc'pt; thE~ In-Flight prefer;; -;e

~:d L:::d:::Lon " L.LL g i:et. for Acceptdncc: of P.:;)pl ic. or Hula Waivcr"
'.c.::::.:... JU, J.~.92.J. "11 i r-/)

I I) i ~
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[:n." any ot)'.I:?:r· llarrowband service operating on these specified

Shortly after the "data or paging services" filing deadline

t:l: (~orr:nission issued a notice of. proposed rulemaking

in ullic:h H: prq)Qsc~l to create resulations governing narrowband

pes. The agency defined narrowband pes as "[any] type(] of voice

or da1:a effer inqVl ot~ler than broadcast:i:1g that o:~erates on the sar:lE

t11rel~ 900 11Hz bands CiS tlH~ narrowband "duta or paging services" to

~bich the agency's preference application deadline had applied.

Hilile narrowband Ildat:a" or "paging" services plainly are included

v;ithin this definitio;l of narrmJband pes, o·ther services are

included as well, but the FCC did not sc~ a deadline for filing

p~oneer preference requests for any of these other services.

After the corr.r;,ission proposed to esta~lis:l rules governing

narrowband ?CS, In-Flight filed an applicaticn seeking a pioneer

p::E:::':e::.~ence to provide, on two m: the narrowband pes bands, a

service in which airline passenger~ may receive multiple channels

of audio programming. In-Flight had obtained an experimental

license to provide this service several months earlier, and it had

b c2(jur. immediately to design the hardwa::"e and software necessary to

provide t~is service. As indicated, In-Flight filed the preference

applica·tion a.fi:er the notice of proposed rulemaking was issued

defining narrowband pes; the date In-?ligh~ submitted its

p:~:efe=ence application also was after the deadline for filing

pr3fe::-eYl.ce applications involvins; na:crOiJ.I]:land "data or paging
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In a petition accompanying its preference application,

In-Flight asked the Commission to accept the appllcation as timely

file~ on ~he ground that the agency had not set a deadline for an

applic.:a't:ion s/:eL_Lng a preference for a r;arrowband PCS service other

them Ildata or p211;ing services u • Alternatively, out of an abundance

of caution In-F:ight al~~ asked the agency to accept In-Flight's

2l;)pl:lca.':.:.ion hy l.'.~.i'/ing the filing deadl ine on the ground that. doing

;30 'iI.'ould not l:l:rjl~",!nd.ne the ?ublic policy which a filing deadline

for a pioneer ~~eference is designed to serve.

:?ac'J:el ar:.d Claircom both ask the Commission to dismiss

In-Flight's pre~erence application on entirely procedural grounds.

Both objectors claim that the application should have been filed by

the c.1~adline which w'as set for "data or paging services". PacTel

aSberts that this deadli:- was applicable because In-Flight' s

service is a "da"ca /I service even though the service plainly is not

a "dai::a:l service as sho\-ln below. Claircom, by contrast, argues

falsely 'chat the r.otice which established the filing deadline

established a dead~lne for "all. ... specific new spectrum-based

service[s] or technology[ies].11 'This contention by Claircom is

preposterous on its face. In addition, both Objectors ask the

Commission not to grant In-Flight a waiver of the filing deadline

even though neither objector disputes c.ny of the evidence that

=:C-j··Plight presented to justify a waiver. Ins·tead., both raise

argum;=:nts in opposition to waiver that are red herrings as sho\oln

below. Finally, PacTal has the audacity to urge that the

COJ~ission violate its own rules by dismissing In-Flight's
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preference application on procedural grounds even if the agency

agrees wit!1 In-Flight that the application was filed strictly in

a.ccordance with all agency procedures. J-rerely restating tnis

argument is sufficient to prove that it is ridiculous, but a more

detailed discussion is presented below.

The ass:e:c'Lion::; of' Pac'I'el and Cla.ircom in support of their

request fer dis~issal of the In-Flight application are so patently

L~·.LVUlCfL1S c,.s ·t·) (;xpose the obj ec-cors' O\-ln self ish motivations.

Claircom in particular, which has an FCC license to compete with

l~-F:ight in In-Flight's core air-ground communications business,

::I-i.•:d.:1l1y .1.:3 er,::>":JS(t in a crude effor-c to persuade the FCC to

:'::nC::;_c~IP In-Fliq;Ji:. Clairco"1 is worr led that it may suffer in the

rr.j.l:·:;(~;:.plaG(; L:CC-,Hu;;e i"t }:no,·;s that next mc::n'ch In-Flight plans to

Gu.\C,n::::tra"cc i'(::,: Ul.,;.1 ti-channel aud io programming service after

spunding nearly $5 ~illion to develop the service, and Claircom's

last hOpH is tlla'c it can convince the FCC to make it difficul'c for

In-Flight to gHt a permanent license to provide this service.

DISCUSSION

I. In-Flight's Preference Applic2tion Was Not Filed Late

,[}lhile Pc:cTel and Claircom each as~: the Commission to dismiss

In-Flight's preference application on the ground that it was late­

filed, each makes a d.ifferent argumen't t.o support this request. ~As

show~ below, however, neither argument is valid.

4



A. In-Flight's Proposed Audio Information Service
Is Not a rata Service" as eacTel Claims

PacTel argues that solely ~ec&use In-Flight's proposed

narroltiband pes :;:;erv.lce involves the transmission of It information" ,

i';: is a Uda:ta servic:::" to uhicl1 the :"CC' s filing deadline for

n~lrrc.ij'J'band "data or paginrj services" applied.£! l!..ccording to

Pac'r'c<L, In-Flis:"t's preference applic~a'tL:m should be dismissed

s_~cs it was filed after ~hat deadl~ne.

~hlile :n-FlighL's service obviously involves the transmission

(L i:LLo:::.11at.ior,t:lE. commission n:Ci J' nc,t lait:fully hold that this

r;:r.a.,,,,,r;:.; J,Jc .:" !lc~ata s:.::rvice" bE;cause tJ-lis 'i<"ou,ld be inconsistent .<lith

t,,12 lonJ::.ta.fld.ilH~;' re(:uiremenc that ~;tatu-::,,~s ar..d agcmcy rUlings must

DC in,:Sl:':;l]:'(-! ted in .. l \->'ay 'that g::' ves mCQning to every word they

siw,::e i:Le FCC's pUblic no~:ice established a filing

6k,2(H 12:'1;; fa::: J:ct.h ltcL::'ta serv:lces ll 21ne;, IIpa·-;in9 services, II the agency

i,::':,:mo'c :10,,1 ;,cldUlc.t. a communications service is a "data service"

"
,1.""\1l..... .~ ..... :;;CJ:'vicu ... L.vo:./es the transmission of II in:::ormation ll because

';,:]',.S ,,'u.1:.d l·e.:~:<iC,:·Ui(~ term "paging scrv ieel! meaningless given that

servi__ i <).:'so involves

tl:,ct..t-a:1smi.ssioll of ,informotion .

./. holding 'l:hat <:::':"1 communica-tions services are "data services"

a:so would violate the rule tha the FCC cannot change the

~efinltion of a term without warning and then apply that changed

"Comments of PacTel Paging ll at G-7.

Z,I

303 u.S.
See, e~, U.S. v. Powers, 307 U.S.

631 (1939); McDonald v. Thompson, 305
U.S. 676 (_939).
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definition to a party who had relied in good faith on the previous

~efinition if that party would be hurt. Y The FCC consistently has

a.istinguished "data services ll from other cOl1'.munica"ticns services

rather than holding that all services are data services as PacTel

5'proposes.:..' In--Flight. relied in good faith on this consistent

usage and plainly would be hurt serioLsly if a new definition is

C:~Jpli,ed -::0 it under which all communications services constitute

NLRB, 466
See"
F.2:d

::~~~l..!.., Retail, Wholesale and Dept.
J80, 338-91 (D.C. Cir. 1972).

store Union v.

For c~xa.mple, the Commis::::ion has distinguished data
sc-,rvic8:'" from (It:b(~r categories of corununicc"tions service in its 50­

Ci::llEd j:li:icc-c<':Lp re;ulations. SE~e Po::'..icy and Rules Con ":-ning Rates
for ,.. dr,c.nt: C'l~:r~lf3r:3, 5 FCC Hcd. 6786, 681.1 (1990). LiJcewise, the
C,: mr-,:i:.:;sJ.Dn clif{!:':',"cn',:iated data serv'::'ces frcm other corolTIlUnications
s::rvice.::: }2,,;t: ,/,;:3xw;hen it i.~dopted di ':ferent regulations for the
Pi:oViG:LO~l 01' Ii r·(".C~:; i.:1!lle or data servicE~:'O;1l by public coast stations
t:. an for tlh,~ P:O\I:i.;5':on of o':her communications services by these
;,:tat: i. un.::.. .::: 1~;::~A.r]'"ndr,ent of Part 8 0 of the COYiimission' s Rules to
P,::cr,ii t. t:'1e UE,E;:>t Facsimi h; and Da ~c: Emissions in HarinE~ Pub.
C<r:c:::~~:. Cham':ie;,:: i" l:e 156-:162 MHz Band, 7 FCC Red. 5542 (1992).
~;iid.lmll::·I .:.t. £1:: ;1.:.:;, ':Flished data sl~rvic(~s from other services in
1 3S;i"bcn it: an~::Lor.:,;;~E~d f.T&T to use certain equipment in order to
1:':(YV Lc':e ;;>pc-:::::Lf vui.ce services bu<: deferred a decision about
1.': cti:.'-l" lI'r&':' CO'lild u.,;[~ this same equipm:;;:J1 t in order to provide data
:;' =~\'.i ::eu. S·.§; ZiTI!.. Tell.• and Tel. Co. Comparably Efficient Interconn.
P:I,1 fo:~: Enh<::n';'11 1::>crvices Complex, 4 FCC Hcd. 6974 (1989). S,,~e

~L':~.;~ !.r;.:,joro:La (>.. :cp. 7 FCC Hed. 7312 (1'}92) (distinguishing data
E;( :'\'L:;(;~3 frDr~ GET l:.ain oti1er serv.ices by restricting an
~.r;.:s~:ndl::l.onal c ,.:.:~l'i:r to the pray isicl1 0:2 "int:ernational fixed
v:... c·;;, facsim:l:JE:~ dn<: data services'i) i Brmvn Univ., 7 FCC Red. 5523
(::.!,::n ::(Hst:LL~i..::i:5:~ing da:t21 service from other servic,~s by
r::,":L:,:, i.c't:·o]1(J .:it ''::C:,:cr.Ler "to the provision of "t~",o-~lay digital
co:"p:,:''':~ssed vid2:(;telccanfen~ncingservice I as well as digita 1 data
S€l·';.r i,~eIf) •

PacTel is disingenuous when it compares the news service
It ofiers to its paging customers with the news and information
service that In-Flight proposes. Se~ "Comments of Pacrrel Paging"
at 6 n. 13. Pac'l'el's service plainly is a "data OA:" paging service"
si~ce the service al~ows PacTel paging customers to access a PacT81

(continued ... )
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B. The FCC's Public Notice Setting a Filing
P'"'ildline for "D..-t-a or Paging Services" Did Not
~~'C a Deadliue for All Other Services
trRela-::.ing to a Specific Ne'>'" Spec":rum-Based
Ser\~iCI~ or Technology" as Claircom Asserts

Claircom also asks the Commission to
.,. -' ~

Qi.SrnlSS In-Flight's

application on the ground that it was late-filed, but rather than

c:;'aiming that In-Fllght proposes a "data service", Claircom asserts

tl1a't the public notice establishing the deadline, by its terms,

a~Jplied to all communications services. According to Claircom, the

public notice C1makes clear 'that the [filing] ceadline applied to

all pioneer's Iyr·eference requests ' relating to a specific new

spec't::um-based Sl2rvice or
7/te.chnology' .11-'

:=n fact,the p:.lblic notice sets a filing deadline only for

r.2l::TO,\·ltand "daca or pag inl} services" as even PacTel admits, and

C:aircom's effort to distort the language in the notice in order to

reach another conclusion borders on an abuse of process. The FCC,

it; the J_cmgua'ge '..,:hich ClaircoIn quot:es, did not purport to describe

t~e sarvices to which the deadline applies. Instead, the language

describos the rcc's authority to establish filing deadlines, as is

,-----_..._--_.
~,/ ! C--'f""'j >.'J'''.~ 1

\ it ... .....Ii. L.. ._•• .L J, to. '-'~)

d.c:·l:3~),1;:;(~ 'Iiith t':l,,,I:i: i.d.phanurneric pagers and obtain a readout of the
selcc~2d data 00 ~l~e screen of their pagers. In-Flight's service,
by cOTl:C3:;t i ],10\,1,:; airlinE": customers to receive continuous
br:a.clcast.-(~ual.iLj c:c1Jdio transmissions of news and information
~)r:i€~~·l."alLu~~irl~J.
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.....

clear when the ~ara0raph in which the language appears is read in

€~ntirety:

"This action [establishing a filing deadline
for narrowband data or paging services) is
takem pu:-sua:it to Section 1.402(c) of the
Commission's Hules, as amended by the
l'lemorandum opinion and Order 'to GEN Docket No.
90-217 t 7 FCC Red 1808 (1992). As amended,
C'ect"o-"" ~ 40?(c", s"a'!-<:><- t).·~~- the, rO·".·'"1·"' .... l·C11.:> .. .-I..J... _"/ t_ '-_';;;' .1i..,lQ.... '- ,~ • .li.d t:,)lO.:) .'

will anno~nce by public notice a data after
which ?ior~ar's preference requests relating
to a spec ........ ic new spectr'lm-basecl, se:..'vice or
techno:ogy will not be accepted."~

Even iZ the FCC Somehow Were to Conclude that In-Flight's
Application ~ere Fil(~d Late, Pac r.2el and Claircom Have
Failed Totally to Rebut In-Flight's Shmling 'chat a Haiver
of the Fi.J.ino Deadlinf~ is LJus~c:i.fied'-------------

Although it should be plain from ~he discussion above that

::':",-Pl.ight's prefer;-;}nce application Has not filed late, In-Flight,

out o~ an abundance of caution nonetheless sought a waiver of that

f~ling deadline ill the peti~j_on which acconpanied its application.

I~ support of waiver, In-Flight showed that the FCC's stated reason

fJr adopting a rule that establishes the procedures by which filing

deadlines can be set was to ensure that preferences are granted

o~ly LO those who sUbstantially developed an innovative service

bf; ;':0:':"(; they knE:'."i tha t: t.he FCC wou:.d ado:.;Yc rul.:-s governing the

~"ccvice; In-F:ight demonstrated that this policy would be

preserved if a waiver were granted to it since a substantial amount

of work necessary to develop In-Flight's service occurred prior to

." 1

!,:.."
22922 (Ap • 30, 1992).

•.lo..i...' f

.SE:.1 "?<~-:.• :,or Acceptance of Applic. or RV,'2 Vlaiver" at 7-
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."iI.

1::1 ·t:H.d.:::- cO;'Ul1,ents, nt~itIler PacTal nor Claircom disputes

::'-Fl.iqlY':.''::~ cor: i:t~~at.ion that the FCC's stated reason for adopting

i~s flling dead ine rule would not ~e undermined if a waiver were

g::-s.r;t.ed 'co In"'~;'li,;;h~ since In-Flight had under"taken su;:stantial

d'.;~vE;l,:)pillent T;.jc:cic prior toche rc=.:levant filing deadline. 10/ Nor do

Pc::.C'I'E;~ or Clairc:om assert that any future late-filer would be able

succeasfully to make a similarly strong showing that the service

for which i~ seeks a licensing preference was developed prior to

the relevant filing deadline. ill

Although neit:her PacTel nor Claircorr. challenges the facts

pre~~nted by In-Flight to support waiver, each nonetheless opposes

a waiver, but the reasons each gives are factually inaccurate as

sl10wn below.

1\. Notwithstanding PacTel' s Contention to the
Contrary, It Would Not Be Difficult for the FCC To
Set Filing Deadlines in the Future For Broad
Categories of Service If "th2-:: is lJhat It Wants To
Dc

PacTel pleads \ilith the Commission not to waive the filing

QeadlJ.;Je on thE.: g:::-ounc:' 'that a vlaiver \JOuld eviscerate the FCC

policy of establishing deadlines for preference applications

~ccause it WOJld allow late filing applicants to propose a

COICllnunications .:::.erv':"ce with characteristics not within the literal

definition of t~e service to which the filing deadline applies;

according to PacTel it is not possible for the agency to define

_._--,-----

:3 c~ e ~_fl£JJg~12~L~~ 1Y,
Cl2l':.L""c:orn u (:tt: :L2-1.3.

I', I

J....l ~r ,":
~~.

"Comments of PacTel Paging" at 3-1i "Opp.
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clearly in tho no~ice creating a filing deadline the category of

cervices to \<lhic11 the deadline ap~Jlies. .LU

Pac'reJ..' £> contention is ridiculous that the Commission cannot

(;:,}f L1e clea:;:'ly in the public notice that establishes a filing

deadline for p~oncer preference a~plic3tions the category of

;3S1:'VH::CS; to wl1i::;jl that deadline applie;.,;. The Commission easily can

i.:;, .... :Ls by dj~:~ :'. n ins' >che service b:.-oad:::'y :"n the pUblic notice and

tr':;:Il using the S:,:lmE wO:;"ds to define the s!=:rvice in the notice of

rLlenaking recc:illnending a regulatory structure to govern that new

serv:~ce. In the present case, the notice establishing the filing

deadline defined narrowband services Buch more narrowly than did

the subsequently iss~ed notice of proposed rUlemaking. The FCC's

z.ction in this rega::'~Q is the only reason for the controversy here.

B. A Waiver Would Not Cause Severe Administrative
Inconvenience and Delay as Claircom contends

Claircom asser~~ ~hat the filing deadline should not be waived

In this case because a waiver (a) would be "grossly unfair to the

parties that filed timely pioneer's preference requests" and of

secondary import:ance (b) would "cause severe administrative

. . , '1 II 13/lnconvenlence ana ae ay . -

:t may be easy for Claircora to assert: that a waiver would be

llgj:,ossly unfair!! to the parties who filed their preference

applicaticns for narrm:band se,evice on time, but the company offers

waiver would produce such unfairness,

"2/

",:~/

"COmlnen"ts of PacTel Paging" at 8-11.

IIOpp. of Claircom" at 13.
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,end In-Flisht (;088 :lot believe it would be unfair to any of these

::' iL;rs silh::e '~ti8 !Jioneer preferenc{;: process i3 not a comparative

=.:nde(~c; J ',:he Cormnission already tl3n·ta-tively has granted

tne ~reference application of one of these filers and tentatively

preference applica"cions of all
1/-1

others • .:.;2

K::trc~ov::.rI ill·tl1lJ.'.l]h Claircom admits ::. ts contention is only of

that a waiver vlould cause "severe

.;:Jj:li..,IL:'::rative incc;nvenience and dl~lay", Clair-com offers no basis

J:::L·:_",~l:.:S J.)8 lie f" •.. J'd there is, in fact:, :i) bas.ls for this belief.

__ .l. .:';'1 E~ cOTnmL:I.:: c::. Cannot Lawfu::'ly Dismiss In-Flight' s
';':~:lpl.i.cal::i:;n [: it: Concludes that the :~iling Deadline
:·!.pp.;.icai:;,J_::.::o !IUa.ta or Paging" services \/~as Inapplicable
,~:;() ;;J.l::.I~; :L]t:~.~~~.~LM.l;)]~()r..s)s(~(1 ~;~:r'l icf.:~,

;?ac~2el as:::: ·t:i1L! Commission to dis:dss In-Flight' s application

even if the ager:cy finds that In-Flight's service is not a

comnm.21icc:.tions service to which the 2lgency's filing deadline

applied. According to PacTel, in order to promote administrative

e.Z.ficiency th,~ Com:tlission should accept an application for a

p~oneer prefere~ce only if i~ is filed prior to issuance of the

notice of rUlemaking which proposes establishment of the

communications service to which the application relates even if the

agency did not est,:;,blisI1 a fi.ling c.;eadL.ne for the kind of service

t:::e application

Dismissing In-Flight's application in order to promote

ad~inistrative efficiency notwitllstanding the absence of a filing

,See No·tice of Prop. Rulemakitl<], 7 FCC l~cd. 5676, 5735-39

rd. at 7-8.



~~adline for the application would be inconsistent with section

:'402(c) of the Commission's ovm Rules, and the FCC may not

J.cn~'fully ignore "this rule merely because it somehow could be

administratively advantageous to do so. As In-Flight already has

explained, Section 1.402(c), on its face, requires the agency to

a.ceept: all pref,c;rence applications that are filed prior to any

~eadline established by the Commission. The agency has no

authority to ignore this rule in any individual situation merely

bc!cause doinf] :::::J might promote administrative efficiency in some

'lui
'oJ2'Y· -

CONCLUSION

Centra:.-y to ~,'hdt PacTel claims i:l its Comments, In-Flight's

p~"on'SEr: preftl~rlE:i1::'2: application was not filed late because the

na~rowbdnC PCS ~8rvice that In-Flight has developed is not a data

S(::~'vic,G to 1;vhiG~i 1:he FCC's filing deadline applied. Nor did the

FCC'.s plJblic l;ot:ice establish a f ilinq deadline for other

See IlPet. for Acceptance 0';:- Applic. or Rule Waiver",
supra, a't 6-7. Claircom also claims In-Flight's preference
application should be dismissed because the service for which
In-Flight seeks a preference is "broadcasting" which is ineligible
for a narrowbc.nc1 pes preference under the FCC's proposed rules
goverr:ing narrowband PCS. "Opp . of C::"aircom" at 7-8. '1'he only
thing Claircom says to support its view that In-Flight's service is
"broadcasting lr is that In-Flight itself has stated that some of the
progralmning provided by the s\;!rvice n:ay be retranslClitted from over­
t.he-air broadcasti:ig stations. Id. 1r..-Flight already has
explained why the service it proposes is not broadcasting. See
ilReply of 1n-:.<'1 igl1t Corp. to Opp. of Telocator" (Dec. 22, 1992).
l·loremler, Claj~rcor;\'::; ill,:plic~it assertion that any entity which
rctransmits broadcast programming is i tsel f engaged in broadcasting
is so preposterous that it does not meri'- a response. In any
event, In-Fli~lt intends not only to provide airline passengers
T,vith programmin'} from broadcast stations, but also to provide
}Jassengers wi th ~}rogra::nming· that is not retransmit-ted from
broadcast stations.
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narror,.,rband services as Claircorn asse:.::-ts. Even 'of'1 ... In-Flight's

service were a data service to which the filing deadline applied,

t:18 filings of PacTel and Claircom make clear that the Commission

could waive that d.eadline in this case wl .....wu>c undermining its

gener<::l policy preference ." ., +-.app.i..lC<1\..lons must be filed

speci~ied deadlines.

Res~-8tfully submitted,

IN-F;tl"T~~H'T' -::>I.:IO"T>,' COR!:;)I ;/' A. .u "'''''', , ••

By ~1;0Ir~. (J1'~!V---·
E. H iJ.liam I H<e115/y 1
l~odney L. Joyce

'nsburg, Feldman anu. Bress
~~, Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Washington, DC 20036
" 'J n -; ) r .".., _ 0 0 (\~.
1"L.'V£~ OJ I J v:..J

It:s At:torneys

Willi~~ J. Gordon
V.2. 1:.9Ul::ltory ,i\'f£,urs
In-Flight Fhone Corp.
11~G 19th st~eetr N.~., Suite 200
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CERfIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify tha't a copy of the &ttached "Reply to comments of

Pactal Paging and oppositio:1 of Claircom Communications" 'ViaS mailed

by first class ~ail to each of the following on February 9, 1993:

Carl W. Northrop, Es~

3ryan Cave
700 13th st., N.W., suite 700
Washington, DC 20005
(Counsel ~or PacTel Paging)

'2'OTI, ~1. Davidson, Esq,
.nJcin I Gump I Hau,el:.~ & F c::l,d
1333 New Ha~pshire Ave.! N.W.
suite 400
~~asliingtonf D.C. 20036/" ('
(2c...msel fer Clc,ircom comm(1.':.,.a.ti.ons G~fjl~J.~l
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